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exclusion	by	 class,	gender,	 race,	 and	 religion,	unequal	 power	 relations,	 and	differences	 in	
knowledge,	 information,	and	the	ability	to	express	oneself,	violent	and	coercive	resolutions,	both	
tangible	and	intangible,	become	dominant.		On	the	other	hand,	it	is	not	only	proved	in	the	histories	
of	all	 ages	and	cultures	but	also	by	cold,	hard,	daily	 fact	 that	 returning	violence	 for	violence	























1　Deliberative Democracy as a Normative Theory: Participation, Equality  
  　and the Universalizability Principle
(1) Formal Conditions: Participation, Equality, Independence, and Disclosure















the	discussion	forum	opened	to	those	people.	 	Another	 important	point	 is	that	we	must	give	full	
consideration	to	future	generations	who	may	not	be	able	to	participate	in	such	an	event	depending	
on	the	current	agreement	in	existence.
< Equality of Opportunity >　The	status	and	power,	and	 language	and	expression	skills	of	
participants	are	unequal.	 	 If	 this	 inequality	was	brought	 to	 the	discussion	 forum	and	certain	
participants	(groups)	exercise	dominant	power,	opinions	of	other	participants	(groups)	would	be,	in	
effect,	suppressed	and	excluded.	 	That	would	be	a	violent	action,	and	even	 if	a	solution	were	
achieved,	 it	would	be	an	unfair	one.	 	Therefore,	equal	opportunity	must	be	guaranteed	 to	all	
participants	with	regards	to	making	a	statement,	discussion,	as	well	as	consent	or	refusal.	 	 (The	
logical	premise	here	 is	 that	all	participants	 respect	others	as	equal	actors,	but	 if	 this	were	a	
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are	rooted	 in	our	 interests,	values,	preferences	and	beliefs,	even	 though	there	are	cases,	we	
assume,	 in	which	 it	 is	necessary	to	step	 into	the	realm	of	the	moral	consciousness	or	religion	 in	
order	to	resolve	an	issue,	 if	we	avoid	that,	 it	will	be	 impossible	to	carry	out	the	discussion,	thus	







intentionally.	 	Despite	that,	people,	by	necessity,	will	 learn	 if	 the	discussion	continues.	 	This	 is	



















granted	equal	opportunity;	③	participants	must	carefully	consider	 their	 statements	 [with	all	
sincerity].	([　]	denote	the	author’s	supplementary	notes,	hereafter);	④	and	communication	must	
be	liberated	from	both	external	and	internal	coercion.		In	other	words,	the	decision-making	on	the	
right-or-wrong	 position	 on	 the	 request	 for	 criticizable	 validity	 is	 motivated	 only	 by	 the	








also	the	predominant	view	that	the	basing	 issue	does	not	exist;	 in	other	words,	 it	 is	potentially	
included	in	the	formal	conditions.		“The	decision	based	on	equality,	by	a	‘deliberative’	procedure,	








parties,	 the	 transparency	of	deliberation,	and	 the	equal	opportunity	 for	participation	 [a	 formal	
condition],	and	then	base	the	 inference	of	rational	conclusion.	 	 …		[the	 latter]	 is	based	on	the	
following	 assumption:	 a	 proper	 institutionalization	 of	 deliberation	 means	 	 to	 present	 the	




of	explanation	appropriate	 for	the	concerned	 issue	[the	“discovery”	of	“better	reasons”].	 	As	a	
result,	 the	 for-and-against-attitude	making	 is	rationally	motivated	(thus,	 this	attitude-making	 is	
established	without	deception	or	coercion	based	on	 insights	 [better	 reasons].	 	And	 then	 the	
conclusions	consistent	with	the	procedure	are	drawn	(Habermas	2008:	148).”
Now,	then,	what	is	the	deliberation	upon	which	to	base	“better	reasons”?
(2) The Universalizability Principle: Substantive Conditions  





under	 obligation	 to	 comply	 with	 the	 owner’s	 policy.”	 	 (Generally	 speaking,	 argument	 is	













































< Revision and the Universalizability Principle >	 	Another	condition	 is	based	on	the	above	
understanding	of	others	(perspective	acquisition	and	expansion):	A	will	revise	and	limit	the	initial	
argument	and	reasons	by	presenting	a	new	version	of	argument	and	reasons,	which	A	believes	has	a	
higher	possibility	of	satisfying	B,	 thus	making	them	a	 target	of	 the	dialogue.	 	B,	 following	his	



















and	social	conditions,	will	change.	 	Needless	 to	say,	 if	 the	agreement	had	not	been	achieved,	
another	new	proposal	would	have	been	needed.		In	principle,	this	process	will	continue	indefinitely.	

























(There	 is	an	argument	by	which	the	deliberation	principle	 is	defined	as	“the	only	norm	that	 is	
capable	 of	 finding	 an	 agreement	 from	all	 the	 parties	 concerned	 as	 participants	 in	 practical	



























deliberative	democratic	politics	 in	the	 first	place.	 	They	are	wrong.	 	 It’s	because	even	 in	those	




(1) Fundamental Problems in the Political Decision-Forming and -Making Process (Indirect 
Equal Participation)
< Liberal Democratic Politics >　The	most	 important	 ideal	 in	 liberal	democratic	politics	
consists	of	three	points:	
First, the Respect and Realization of Human Rights: human	rights	are	the	rights	human	beings	
possess	 innately	and	universally,	 logically	preceding	society	and	politics,	and	we	are	required	to	
respect	and	realize	those	rights	to	the	fullest.	 	(This	 is	because,	 in	reality,	 inequality,	oppression	




freedom	of	assembly	and	association,	the	 freedom	of	choice	 in	employment,	and	the	 freedom	of	
property	rights).













Third, Guarantee of Social Rights:	In	order	to	substantively	realize	human	rights	and	the	equal	
rights	to	political	participation	as	opposed	to	retaining	them	in	name	only,	social	rights	such	as	the	








special	 interest	 groups	 and	 trade	organizations,	 particularly	 the	economic	power	 (i.e.,	 the	
independent	market	economic	system).	 	 (The	goals	and	driving	force	of	the	economic	power	are	
capital	accumulation	and	the	maximizing	of	private	earnings.)	 	 	Second,	the	parliament,	which	 is	
supposed	to	assume	policy	making	and	the	enactment	of	laws,	has	its	legislative	power	restricted	by	
ballooning	administrative	power	(the	independent	administrative	system	consisting	of	bureaucracy	




tend	to	convert	 the	parliament	 into	not	an	organ	of	 free	deliberation	but	a	bargaining	organ	to	
compromise	interests	and	make	deals.		Fourth,	for	this	reason,	the	primary	task	for	political	parties	
and	politicians	is	to	acquire	positions	in	the	government,	the	core	of	administrative	power	(power	




those	 interests.	 	 (Politicians	who	fixate	only	on	personal	greed	and	partisan	 interests	are	highly	



















universalizable	 interests,	 it	 is	 self-evident	 that	 its	 legitimacy	cannot	be	argued.	 	Therefore,	












the	consistency	of	 the	 legal	system,	a	 legal	deliberation	will	be	requested;	 in	the	case	of	moral	
issues	that	should	be	valid	to	all	people,	the	most	strict	deliberation	will	be	required	(Habermas	
1998:	206-207).)		We	can	assume	four	stage	settings	linked	closely	to	each	other.
The	 first	 stage	 is	 the	 institutionalized	process	of	 forming	and	making	decisions,	 such	as	a	
parliament	and	its	committees,	a	government	ministry	or	agency	and	its	council,	as	well	as	a	court;	
however,	one	definition	that	most	strictly	prescribes	the	“procedure	of	an	ideal	deliberation”	is	the	
following	definition	 (Cohen	1997:	74-75;	Habermas	1998:	370-371).	 	 (Yet,	even	using	the	same	
phrase	of	 legitimation	through	procedure,	this	completely	differs	from	that	 in	systems	theory,	by	
which	deliberation	subjects	are	completely	excluded.		“The	point	of	legitimation	by	procedure	is	to	
have	 the	 concerned	party	 isolated	 as	 the	 root	 source	 of	 the	 issue	 and	 render	 social	 order	




equal	right	 to	make	a	decision;	any	 inequality	 in	real	power,	resource,	and	 information	will	be	
excluded;	③	Deliberation	 is	conducted	 in	a	demonstrative	 format.	 	The	participants	can	 freely	
present	suggestions	and	the	reasons	 for	criticism	regarding	any	 issue	assumed	to	be	related	to	
society	 as	 a	whole.	 	 In	 that	 case,	no	power	other	 than	 the	“better	 reasons	presumed	 to	be	















made	while	 following	such	a	procedure,	the	 inference	that	the	agreement	reached	 is	 fair	can	be	
established	(Habermas	1998:	205-206).”		(Although	Habermas	distinguishes	political	deliberation	
from	compromise,	 it	 lacks	a	convincing	explanation.	 	A	 fair	compromise	 is	still	 the	second	best	
policy	when	no	agreement	has	been	reached.);	and	finally,	the	process	of	deliberating	and	decision	
making	 is	 released	 to	 the	 people,	 the	mass	media,	 and	 journalists;	 therefore,	 records	 and	









with	knowledge	 and	 information	 far	more	 abundant	 than	 that	 of	 the	 public,	 as	 opposed	 to	
representing	certain	special	interests,	they	may	have	pride	and	a	sense	of	responsibility.		But	on	the	
other	hand,	as	previously	mentioned,	 the	 fact	 remains	 that	 there	have	been	rampant	cases	of	
majority	rule,	power	struggles,	and	compromise	and	deal-making,	surrounded	by	the	overwhelming	
power	 of	 the	 independent	 system	 of	 the	 market	 economy	 and	 the	 administrative	 system.	
Furthermore,	almost	all	politicians	have	become	the	“privileged	class”	in	terms	of	power,	position,	












And	that	 is	rightfully	required	under	the	principle	of	popular	sovereignty.	 	Next,	 the	circuit	 to	
enhance	participation	is	the	second	stage	setting	called	the	formation	of	multivocal	public	opinion.		
(2) The Process and Function of Forming Multivocal Public Opinions (Indirect Deliberative 
Participation)

















“peaceful	use	of	nuclear	power”	(Eder	1988:	256-282)	 (Fig.2).	On	 top	of	 that,	 those	conflicts	
stemmed	 from	anxiety	and	 fear,	disappointment	and	anger,	as	well	as	 resistance	of	 individual	



















comes	when	the	media	and	 journalists	discover	 the	 issue.	 	Here,	we	assume	that	 it	begin	














































nuclear	 power	 plants,	 namely	“the	 peaceful	 use	 of	 nuclear	 energy,”	 contributing	 to	

































































the	civic	society	going	against	 the	political	 system	and	 the	market	economy	system	(Fig.	3).	
“Existing	at	the	institutional	core	of	civic	society	are	non-government,	non-economic	joint	groups	
and	associations	based	on	free	will;	consequently,	the	communicative	structure	of	the	public	sphere	

















































of	accountability,	and	 fragmented	and	one-sided	data.)	 	The	media,	 in	particular,	 is	by	 far	 the	
strongest	 in	terms	of	diversity,	extension,	and	power	of	 influence.		Yet,	the	following	issues	have	
been	pointed	out	(Habermas	2008:	158-161,	174-175).			Whether	the	media	is	independent	from	both	
the	political	and	market-economy	system	(The	 lack	of	 independence	 is	reflected	 in	 the	media’s	
response	to	the	nuclear	energy	policy	of	the	government	and	corporations	since	1954.);	whether	the	




(Accurately	established	 subjects	 and	 issues,	 a	 fair	 representation	of	 participants,	 the	equal	
opportunity	to	comment,	the	presentation	of	accurate	facts	and	information,	and	the	respecting	and	
complying	with	dialogue	format).		
③　	The	last	point	 is	decidedly	 important	 in	two	respects.	 	This	 is	because	there	are	definitely	
gaps	 in	knowledge	and	 information	and	unequal	abilities	of	expression	and	dialogue	among	
most	participants	appearing	 in	the	media	(panel	discussion	programs)	(such	as	 journalists,	
politicians,	 experts,	 association	 representatives,	 opposed	group	 representatives,	 and	
occasionally	viewers’	representatives);	 it	 is	 thus	necessary	to	“invalidate”	that	realistic	



























agreement	and	denial,	which	are	opinions	related	 to	 important	subjects,	and	plural	opinions	 to	
express	most	convincing	and	best	reasoned	interpretations	considering	available	information,	as	well	






aforementioned	civic	society	and	 lifeworld,	 the	 influence	on	voting	behavior	through	 it,	and	the	
influence	on	 the	political	 system	 (the	parliament,	 administration,	 and	court)	 and	 the	market	
economy	system	(corporations	and	markets)	(Fig.	4).	 	As	revealed	in	the	 issues	of	the	Minamata	
Disease	and	HIV-tainted	blood	products,	movements	and	public	opinion	can	certainly	change	the	










must	 take	the	shape	of	 the	decision	of	a	democratically	organized	group	 [parliament].	 	That	 is	
because	 the	 responsibility	 of	 practically	 effective	 decisions	 requires	 institutional	 liability.	
Deliberation	 is	not	about	controlling;	 it	 is	about	generating	a	communicative	power	 [called	 the	
parliament].	 	 [Directly	quoted.	 	Deliberation	can	merely	enforce	 influence	on	the	parliament	and	
does	not	and	should	not	generate	any	power.]	 	And	this	power	can	only	exert	 influence	on	the	
administrative	power	and	cannot	replace	 it.	 	This	 influence	 is	 limited	to	procuring	or	depriving	
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and	 judgment.	 	Hence,	 the	challenge	 to	 those	 limitations	 is	 the	 third	 stage	setting,	namely,	
“deliberative	mini-publics	or	microcosmos.”














representatives	 in	 the	 deliberation	 session	 in	 each	phase.	Sometimes,	 if	 there	 is	 only	 one	
representative	to	make	a	case,	he	or	she	may	not	be	able	to	comment).	 	Each	deliberator	will	be	
paid	 compensation	 ($150	a	day)	 in	 addition	 to	 travel	 and	 accommodation	expenses.	 	 (If	 any	
representative	cannot	participate	 in	the	deliberation	for	a	 financial	reason,	we	cannot	say	that	 it	
represents	the	population.)		A	poll	will	be	conducted	in	advance.	(One	goal	is	to	survey	the	change	








































(Wakao	2002:	 26)	 and	 should	 also	 be	 assessed	 in	 comparison	 to	 the	 significance	 of	 popular	
participation	on	political	decision-making.		③	is	not	a	problem.		The	fact	that	political	preferences	
can	change	through	deliberation,	especially	based	on	“better	reasons,”	is	far	more	important.		First,	
speaking	of	 the	 level	of	representation,	 the	deliberators	equally	represent	class,	hierarchy,	and	
gender,	and	equality	is	guaranteed	to	each	and	every	representative	in	the	assembly.		But	can	500	





matter	how	small	scaled),	but	the	condition	 for	participation	 is	clearly	not	met.	 	Are	there	any	
methods	 to	resolve	 this	“trilemma”	(Fishkin	2009)?	 	Also,	 in	 terms	of	 impact	on	public	policy	





(Lastly,	 there	 is	 the	 fundamental	 issue	of	who	will	 organize	 such	deliberations.	 	They	are	




3　Self-Governing Body Deliberative National Referendum (Direct Equal 
  　Participation)
This	 is	 the	 fourth	stage	setting,	a	deliberative	national	 referendum	 in	self-governing	bodies	
(omitting	the	other	direct	participation	method,	citizens	 initiative).	 	 In	either	the	 legislative	or	
advisory	type,	the	significance	of	political	decision-making	in	direct	participation	is	decidedly	greater	






















performed	 all	 the	 time.)	 	 Furthermore,	 national	 referendum	 is	 not	 a	 deliberation	 by	 an	
overwhelmingly	smaller	number	of	people,	as	in	multivocal	public	opinion	or	“mini-publics.”		Thus,	
to	 realize	 it,	we	have	 to	 come	up	with	 a	 type	of	 deliberation	 for	 a	 large	number	of	 people.	
“Deliberation	Day”	(Ackerman/Fishkin	2003;	Fishkin	2009)	 is	perhaps	the	only	solution	to	 the	
aforementioned	trilemma.		(Imagine	selecting	50	million	citizens	out	of	100	million	registered	voters	
of	 the	U.S.	Presidential	 election	and	 then	holding	a	public	discussion	 in	every	community	of	
100,000.	 	Assuming	 that	 one-fifth	 of	 the	population	would	watch	 the	TV	coverage	of	 those	
discussions,	virtually,	two-thirds	of	the	entire	population	would	have	participated	in	some	form	of	



























participation	(limited	to	the	participation	of	representatives).	 	Still,	 in	terms	of	 feasibility,	being	
connected	 to	national	 referendum,	hosting	 in	 every	municipality	 (highly	 likely	 to	 revitalize	




4　Challenge of Associations: the Potential of Deliberative Democratic  
  　Society and Economy
Now,	deliberative	democracy	 is	 conditioned	upon	 the	equal	participation	of	 the	all	 parties	





resolving	the	trilemma.	 	We	will	organize	the	 issues	 in	general	terms	by	 limiting	them	to	three	
areas.
(1) Establishing and Strengthening of the Local Self-Government:	the	adverse	effects	caused	by	
the	 ballooning	 of	 the	 current	 political	 system,	 self-reliance,	 and	 centralization,	 with	 the	
administrative	system	at	 its	core,	have	been	conspicuous	as	 it	 lost	 touch	with	 the	“will	of	 the	
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people,”	and	invited	the	distrust	of	politics.		The	combination	of	the	four	stage	settings	previously	








in	charge	of	 the	 issues	common	to	all	 lower	communities,	particularly	human	rights	 issues,	and	
issues	related	to	the	national	minimum	concept.		Otherwise,	regional	disparities	will	expose	human	



















government	cannot	exist	and	function	without	associations	(Hirst	1994:	56-65).	 	For	 instance,	 in	
Sweden,	nearly	300	communes,	which	are	30,000-person-scale	municipalities,	have	 independent	
power	in	the	fields	of	welfare,	nursing	care,	education,	and	land	and	housing.		Taxation	rights	and	
the	right	 to	 issue	bonds	are	also	established.	 	Many	parliament	members	represent	educators,	
medical	and	welfare	personnel,	commune	staff,	corporate	workers,	and	the	elderly,	the	disabled,	
and	immigrants.		It	is	reported	that	female	parliament	members	account	for	approximately	30%	of	
the	 commune	parliament,	 and	approximately	40%	 in	23	Lansting	 (equivalent	 to	Prefecture)	
Parliaments	(Oyabu	2003:	134-135).





























environment	 that	 individual	nations	are	 facing	 today,	are	also	 inspired	by	 the	communication	
revolution	and	the	expansion	of	the	middle	class.
Finally,	in	recent	years,	because	of	one	element,	attention	to	nonprofits	and	civic	society	groups	







being	small-scaled	overall,	having	ties	 to	citizens,	 flexibility,	and	the	capability	 to	 take	private	













safe	 food	and	daily	commodities	with	 little	environmental	 load	 in	partnership	with	producers,	b)	
founds	social	welfare	corporations	and	incorporated	NPOs	to	implement	public-participation	welfare	
projects	including	adult	day	care	services	and	the	management	of	special	nursing	homes,	c)	actively	
promote	political	 participation	 to	 implement	policies,	 under	 such	 themes	 as	 environmental	
conservation	and	 the	 improvement	of	 the	welfare	system	(“agent	movement”),	and	d)	 founds	


















political	system	to	function	 in	that	direction,	 it	 is	essential	 for	civic	society	and	public	opinion	to	






(Ecomark,	FAIRTRADE	Mark,	 and	ecological	 footprint),	 and	direct	 actions	 such	as	boycott	
campaigns.	 	③	Democratization	of	corporations	 is	most	difficult,	but	one	of	 the	most	 important	
tasks.		④	To	do	so,	first,	it	is	necessary	to	raise	the	labor	unionization	rate,	which	has	dropped	to	




Second,	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 implement	 a	 labor-management	 consultation	 system	 including	
codetermination	law	and	become	involved	in	the	administrative	operation	(However,	we	must	avoid	
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